Tupitsyn et al. ͓Phys. Rev. B 69, 132406 ͑2004͔͒ have recently reported results for the relaxation of crystalline systems of single-molecule magnets, such as Fe 8 . They claim that, quite generally, ͑i͒ the magnetization and hole widths of field distributions evolve with time t as ͱ t, and ͑ii͒ the holes' line shapes are Lorentzian. We give a counter example to these conclusions, and show that the main assumption on which some of them rest is invalid. We mainly use the notation of Ref. 1, giving the bias field in terms of the tunnel window field 0 , but 0 is given in terms of the nearest neighbor dipolar field E D . We assume spins flip at rate 1 / 0 if ͉͉ Ͻ 1, but not at all otherwise, and time t is given in terms of 0 . The following numbers may be found useful: the rms value of the dipolar field ␦ is 3.7E D and 8.3E D for simple cubic ͑SC͒ and face centered cubic ͑FCC͒, respectively.
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Let p ↑ ͑ , t͒ ͓p ↓ ͑ , t͔͒ be the number density of up spins ͑down spins͒ with a field acting on them, and let f͑ , t͒ = p ↓ ͑ , t͒ − p ↑ ͑ , t͒. Note that m͑t͒ =−͐df͑ , t͒. The main ingredient underlying Eq. ͑1͒ of Ref. 1 is the assumption that f͑ , t͒ ϰ N͑͒exp͓−t / ͔͑͒, where N͑͒ is of no interest to us here, and ͑͒ is some time that depends only on . The Monte Carlo ͑MC͒ results shown in Fig. 1 are contrary to the assumption of TSP, that f͑ , t͒ is exponential in t.
3 ͓The probability density that a spin has field and has not yet flipped at time "t" behaves much as f͑ , t͒.͔ From the assumption that f͑ , t͒ ϰ exp͓−t / ͔͑͒ and the further general statement TSP make, that 1 / ͑͒ is a Lorentzian function of , hole line widths that grow as ͱ t when t տ 0 follow in Ref. For completeness sake, we examine further numerical evidence that supports our claim that p = 0.73, not 1 / 2, for FCC lattices. To this end, note first that ϳ t p scaling implies, through the relation m͑t͒ =−͐df͑ , t͒, that m ϳ t p . Thus, the value of p can also be obtained from the time evolution of m.
The difference between the relaxation of the magnetization in SC and FCC lattices can be clearly appreciated in 
